REMARKS 

Applicant respectfully requests consideration of the subject application as 
amended herein. This Amendment is submitted in response to the Final Office Action 
mailed on March 17, 2005. Claims 1-8, 10 and 1 1 are rejected. Claims 12-24 have been 
withdrawn. Claim 9 is canceled. In this amendment Claims 1, 2, 6-7 and 10 are 
amended. New claims 25-30 have been added. 

Objection 

Claim 6 is objected to under incorrect grammar. Applicant respectfully submits 
that claim 6 is now in condition for allowance, and request allowance of said claim. 

35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 

Claims 1, 3, 6-7 and 10-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Haas, (U.S. Patent No. 6,1 1 1,555, hereinafter "Haas"). 

Applicant respectfully submits that Claims 1,3, 6-7 and 10-1 1, in their amended 
form are not taught by Hass. Hass did not teach "an array of blocks having formed 
thereon display drivers, each of said blocks being formed from a first substrate and 
deposited and recessed onto a second substrate, each of said blocks having said display 
drivers converting a first voltage from said first voltage driver to a second voltage." 

Thus, Applicant submits that Hass did not anticipate Claims 1,3, 6-7 and 10-11 
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35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 1-2, 6-7 and 10-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Choi et al., (U.S. Patent No. 6,005,345, hereinafter "Choi") in view of 
Haas. 

Similar to stated above, Hass did not teach "an array of blocks having formed 
thereon display drivers , each of said blocks being formed from a first substrate and 
deposited and recessed onto a second substrate, each of said blocks having said display 
drivers converting a first voltage from said first voltage driver to a second voltage." 

Thus, even if Choi disclosed a plasma display panel as the Examiner stated in the 
Final Office Action, Choi and Haas could not be combined to derive to Claims 1-2, 6-7 
and 10-11. 

Claims 1-2, 6,8, and 10 -11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Malhi, (U.S. Patent No. 5,818,165, hereinafter "Malhi") in view of 
Watkins, et al., (U.S. Patent No. 6,133,689, hereinafter "Watkins"). 

Similar to Haas, Malhi and Walkins did not teach "an array of blocks having 
formed thereon display drivers , each of said blocks being formed from a first substrate 
and deposited and recessed onto a second substrate, each of said blocks having said 
display drivers converting a first voltage from said first voltage driver to a second 
voltage." 

Thus, even if Malhi and Walkin disclosed FED device as the Examiner stated in 
the Final Office Action, Malhi and Walkin could not be combed to derive to Claims 1-2, 
6, 8, and 10-11. 
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Claims 4-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Malhi, in view of Watkins, as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Shanks, et 
al., (U.S. 5,821,688, hereinafter "Shanks")- Similar to the discussion above, Malhi and 
Walkins did not teach an array of blocks having formed thereon display drivers . Thus, 
combining Shanks to Malhi and Walkins would not have resulted in Claims 4-5. 



Attorney Docket 003424.P018 



11 



If the Examiner finds any remaining impediment to the prompt allowance of these 
claims that could be clarified with a telephone conference, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to contact Mimi Diemmy Dao at (408) 720-8300. 



Deposit Account Authorization 

Authorization is hereby given to charge our Deposit Account No. 02-2666 for any 
charges that may be due. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: June 13,2005 



BLAKELY, SQKOLOFF, TAYLOR 
& ZAFMAN iXP 




Mimi Diemmy Dao 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 45,628 



12400 Wilshire Boulevard 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 
(408) 720-3476 
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